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Call to Order 


In the absence of Dr. Kenniff, the meeting was called to order at 2:12 pm by 
Dr. Sheinin, Vice-Chair of Senate. 


Approval of Agenda 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PARKER, SECONDED BY DEAN SZABO, 
THAT THE AGENDA, AS PRESENTED, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
Dr. Sheinin advised that the next Agenda item would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session", and she asked those in attendance who were not 


members of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESS10N 


Approval of Senate Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HAMBLIN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
STATHOPOULOS, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING 
OF 9 NOVEMBER 1990 BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


Dr. Sheinin reminded members. of the invitation to partake in the holiday 
libation to be provided in the Loyola Faculty Club immediately following 
the meeting. 
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In her remarks, Dr. Sheinin advised that December 7 was now at least a 
double commemorative event, with a common theme of our struggle against 
violence as a solution to any human problem; that 48 years ago, the second 
major phase of the Second World War was launched by the attack on Pearl 
Harbour in Hawaii; and that closer to us was the fact that December 7 would 
always now follow the December 6 massacre of 14 young Canadian women 
at Ecole Polytechnique. With respect to the latter, she expressed 
appreciation to all of those who had organized and had participated in the 
events of commemoration which had taken place yesterday; and she advised 
that although she had been able to participate only in one, ie., the memorial 
service which was held at noon in the Loyola Chapel, it had helped her to 
move one step closer to comprehending this event within the context of her 
life, and therefore to move ever forward in this cause of women, which 
was, in fact, the cause of and for all human kind. 


Dr. Sheinin also reported on a recent meeting which she had attended in 
connection with "Le jour de ref lexion our la recherche dans l'Université de 
l'an 2000" which had been convened by the Ministry of Higher Education 
and Science. She advised that this Was one of at least three sessions of 
information, exchange, and/or delivery to the members of the Ministry with 
respect to the implementation of their mission of support for the 
universities, the first of which was concerned with the university as a 
teaching environment and had been attended by Dr. Kenniff. She further 
advised that the all-day session to which she had been invited, was 
concerned with improving the support for university research endeavours; 
that the morning session began with an introductory presentation on the role 
of the university in research and development, followed by a discussion 
which attempted to focus on the issue of research and development in the 
humanities and social sciences; that the second part of the morning consisted 
of a series of workshops including one which was devoted to the 
development of science policies in Canada; and that in the afternoon, she 
was one of the participants in a 4-member panel discussion. Each panelist, 
while addressing slightly different aspects of the topic, arrived at common 
concerns, which included the essential importance of universities in basic 
research, the importance of the symbiotic relationship between graduate 
students and research in the universities’ infrastructure support for r 
research, and financial and infrastructure support for graduate students. 


Finally, she advised that the Campus Ministry would be happy to provide 
anyone who might be interested in participating in current efforts to develop 
an appropriate gun control law with a copy of a letter addressed to the 
Honorable. Kim Campbell, Minister of Justice and Attorney General of 
Canada, urging the introduction of important measures to the proposed gun 
control law - Bill C-80. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. Sheinin drew members’ attention to documents US-9010-D2, 
US-90-10-D3 and US-90-10-D20 which were listed under the Steering 
Committee (Agenda item VI, f)), and which, she advised, were being tabled 
for information. 90-10-10 Dr. McEvenue reported that the Conseil des 
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universités was currently developing an interest in the subject of University 
deficits. 


Dr. Lightstone, Chair, Senate Research Committee, presented and explained 
the Report on the Faculty Research Development Programme (document 
US-90-10-D4) which was being tabled for information. He advised that the 
recommendations contained in the Report were completely consonant with 
and fell within the terms of reference which had been spelled out in the 
document approved by Senate on 3 November 1989. Also, in response to a 
question concerning the distribution of funds allocated to the programme, he 
advised that while there had been overspending in one category and 
underspending in another, overall the programme continued to operate 
within its budget; and that there was a University commitment for an 
infusion of additional money to cover new applications next year, and a tacit 
commitment to add more money in the 3rd year, at which point the FRDP 
budget would have reached its maximum in terns of the originally defined 
needs. In addition, he emphasized that the money which has been 
committed for this year would not impinge upon, in any way, the 
availability of money in subsequent years; and that as the 3rd and 
subsequent years were reached, one-third of the total budget would become 
free in each year, and that the intent was to manage the programme so that it 
would remain that way. In response to another question, he advised that 
individuals who have been awarded funds have been so notified, and that 
the names of all those who have received awards would be published in the 
Office of Research Services Newsletter. 


Dr. Sheinin expressed her appreciation and congratulated Dr. Lightstone 
and the FRDP Committee for having completed the first round of the 
programme so successfully. 


In presenting the report on The Impact of the Goods & Services Tax (Bill 
C-62) on Concordia University, (document US-90-10-D5), which was 
being tabled for information, Dr. Cohen, Vice-Rector, Institutional 
Relations and Finance, advised that he had written to the Deputy Minister of 
Higher Education and Science, claiming the extra cost which the University 
would incur as a result of the GST over and above what has been identified 
in the document as a maximum extra cost. Also, commenting on the 
question of university funding in general, Dr. Cohen advised that significant 
progress had been made both with respect to corrections to base funding 
and catching up to the Canadian average; that according to available figures 
for 1986/87 projected into the future, Concordia's base funding had been 
corrected to within approximately 2 million dollars; that the Minister had 
made a commitment to re-do the study vis-a-vis theories on base funding for 
next January, ie., there appeared to be a will to continue the correction 
process; and that while university funding was still far from the Canadian 
average, significant steps already had been taken with respect to 
improvement in the overall funding of Quebec universities. Reporting on the 
issue of accumulated deficits, he advised that as of 31 May 1990, 
Concordia's accumulated debt stood at 43 million dollars on which the 
University would have to pay an estimated 6 million dollars in interest in the 
current year; that the University was continuing to press its case with the 
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Government, which was based on the fundamental claim that the 
accumulated deficit resulted from chronic underfunding and unrealistic 
budget cuts which had occurred in the early 1980's; that Concordia's offer 
to the Government consistently had been to try to work out a compromise 
between the extreme positions of asserting that the debt was the 
responsibility of the Government which should wipe it out, or that 
universities autonomous institutions and were responsible for any deficits 
which they might have incurred; and that Concordia's middle-of-the-road 
proposal was that we would repay our accumulated debt over a period of 
from 10 to 12 years on the condition that the Government would cover the 
interest, ie., carrying charges, on the deficit. 


Dr. Sheinin expressed appreciation to Dr. Cohen-and his colleagues for 
having produced what she described as an excellent document which had 
succeeded in making sense out of such of what had previously appeared to 
be nonsense; and she urged members to remove the booklet (document 
US-90-10-D5) from their Senate files and keep it handy. 


Dr. Giguére, Vice-Rector, Services, reported on procedures and 
mechanisms which have been established in connection with the distribution 
of a 1/4 million dollar annual credit toward the purchase of equipment for 
research purposes as part of the agreement with Digital Equipment of 
Canada vis-a-vis the MIS programme. 


Elaborating on initiatives to upgrade academic computing equipment over 
the course of the next 2 to 3 months, Mr. Jack Fearnley, Director, 
Computing Services, advised that the memory size and computing power of 
the VAX 2 machine would be doubled, and that upgrading the UNIX-based 
machine to digital equipment would result in an increase of 2 to 3 times the 
power of the current machine, which again, would mean more memory and 
more storage capacity. In response to a concern expressed over the 
inadequacy of peripheral equipment including tape drives, communication 
devices, etc., particularly with respect to research in the social sciences area, 
Mr. Fearnley advised that the tape drives on the VAX 2 machine were 
increased to three last Spring, that some difficulty had been experienced 
with two of the drives over the summer months, and that it was believed 
that the majority of the problems were now solved; and that with respect to 
data communication, Computing Services was slowly moving across the 
University to fiber optics communication which, hopefully, should solve 
the problem. It was also suggested and agreed that particular problems 
specifically referred to would be resolved sore appropriately through direct 
consultation with the Director of Computing Services outside the Senate 
meeting. 


Question Period 


A question was raised with respect to the specific interpretation of the 
phrase "the final week of term" in paragraph 3, item I of the Examination 
Regulations in Section 16.3.6 of the 1990-91 Undergraduate Calendar; and 
it was argued that a clarification should be prepared and promulgated prior 
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the final examinations in April 1991 in order to ensure that there was a 
common understanding as to the intent of the regulation. 


In response to the above, Dr. Giguére advised that from past experience as a 
Faculty Associate Dean who had to deal with such matters, and having been 
on Senate when the legislation was approved, it was very clear that the 
intent and interpretation of the regulation was that there would be no 
examinations in the last full week of classes; and that if a clarification was, 
in fact, required, presumably the Steering Committee would refer, the 
matter either to the Academic Programmes Committee or the Academic 
Services Committee, or both. 


Responding to a question as to whether, in view of the University's 
pro-active employment equity policy, there were any provisions to allocate 
special funds to enable departments to compete in the market place, Dr. 
Sheinin advised that no special provisions had been made for setting aside 
funds for dealing with the issue. At the same time, however, she advised 
that very important initiatives were being taken in this area; that there was a 
major commitment by the University to the employment equity process; that 
significant initiatives had already been put in place to deal with the problem; 
that a Committee on Gender Equity in Matters Academic, which was an 
advisory body to the Vice-Rector, Academic, had been established; and that 
the question that had been raised was one of the very important issues on 
the Committee's agenda. 


In response to a question concerning a letter from the Code Administrator 
which had appeared in the 29 November 1990 issue of The Thursday 
Report with respect to a case which recently had been considered under the 
Code of Conduct (Non-Academic), Dr. Sheinin advised that Senate was not 
the appropriate forum for dealing with such matters . In response to a 
follow-up question, Senate was advised that administratively, the Code 
Administrator reports to the Secretary-General; that the Supervisory Board 
oversees the operation of the Ombuds Office and the Office of the Code 
Administrator; that the Board, which had no role to play with respect to the 
Code of Conduct itself other than to recommend possible amendments to the 
Board of Governors, was not an appeal committee, nor was it part of the 
formal appeal process; and that the Supervisory Board normally 
recommends on the terms of offices and mandates of the Ombudspeople and 
the Code Administrator. 


Appointments 


Committees of Senate 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. COX, SECONDED BY MR. ST-MAURICE, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF MS. TAMMY BOOTH AS THE 
UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT REPRESENATIVE TO THE 
SUB-COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC COMPUTER POLICY, 
(DOCUMENT US-90-10-D6), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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GRADUATE CURRICULUM PROPOSALS 


Arts and Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SZABO, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BERTRAND, THAT THE PROPOSED GRADUATE CURRICULUM 
CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, AS 
CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-90-10-D8, BE APPROVED, 
SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 
ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT 
US-90-10-D 18). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Commerce and Administration 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SZABO, SECONDED BY ACTING DEAN 
ROSS, THAT THE PROPOSED GRADUATE CURRICULUM 
CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION, (DOCUMENT US-9010-DIO), BE APPROVED, 
SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 
ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT 
US-90-10-D 18). 


During the ensuing discussion which centred on the proposed changes to 
the MBA regulations, Acting Dean Ross advised that there was some 
concern that the editorial improvement being recommended by the Academic 
Programmes Committee would create problems unnecessarily for some of 
the students in the programme; and he suggested that item 2 of the proposed 
Failure Regulation, (page 3, document US-90-10-D10), be amended to read 
- " are not considered to be in good standing at a review and do not MEET 
THE TERMS FOR CONDITIONAL STANDING STATED IN 
PARAGRAPH 7 ABOVE." 


Dr. Sheinin advised. that it was very difficult at Senate to deal with what 
was being proposed above, particularly given the absence of detailed 
information and related documentation; and that it would be more 
appropriate to send the proposed MBA changes back to APC which was, 
better equipped to deal with matters of this kind. 


Dr. McEvenue, in reporting on the APC recommendation, emphasized the 
lengthy discussion which had been held, the complexity of the details 
involved, and the improvements that had been recommended, which he 
suggested, were editorial in nature and should not occupy Senate's time. 


During continuing discussion, it was argued that if what was being 
proposed was going to affect students, it was not an editorial improvement, 
but rather it was a substantive change which should be considered by 
Senate; that the situation which had been referred to as an example of a 
problem which the proposed amendment was attempting to correct indicated 
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that there was something wrong with the formula being used to determine 
student status, and that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration should 
revise its method of computing the GPA in order to avoid the problem 
alluded to; and that the existing wording of the regulation should remain 
unchanged for the current year, during which time, the Faculty should 
attempt to formulate a finely-boned text for the following year. It was also 
suggested that given the complexity of the issues and the need for a process 
involving much more discussion, the matter should be set aside and be dealt 
with by the principal parties, and be brought back for consideration at a. 
future Senate meeting. 


The . mover and seconder agreed -to a* suggested amendment THAT THE 
PHRASE "EXCLUDING THE PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE MBA 
REGULATIONS" BE INCORPORATED INTO THE MAIN MOTION. 


THE MOTION, AS AMENDED , WAS CARRIED. 


Engineering and Computer Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SZABO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
HAMBLIN, THAT THE PROPOSED GRADUATE CURRICULUM 
CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER 
SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT ...US-90-10-D.12), BE APPROVED, 
SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 
ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT 
US-90-10-D 18). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Undergraduate Curriculum Proposals 


Commerce and Administration 


IT WAS MOVED BY ACTING DEAN ROSS, SECONDED BY MR. ST. 
MAURICE, THAT THE PROPOSED UNDERGRADUATE 
CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION, (DOCUMENT US-90-10-D14), BE APPROVED, 
SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 
ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT 
US-90-10-D 18). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Proposed Changes to Academic Regulations 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HAMBLIN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
STATHOPOULOS, THAT THE PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE 
UNDERGRADUATE ACADEMIC REGULATIONS, AS CONTAINED 
IN DOCUMENT US-90-10-D15, BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-90-10-D18). 
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MOTION CARRIED. 


Resolution concerning the "B Rule" in Creative Writing Courses. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. ST-MAURICE, SECONDED BY MR. 
FARMER, THAT THE RESOLUTION TO RESCIND THE APPROVAL 
OF THE "B RULE" IN CREATIVE WRITING COURSES, AS 
CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-90-10-D16, BE APPROVED. 


A POINT OF ORDER with respect to the resolution was raised by Dean 
Bertrand on the grounds that there was no reference in the Senate minutes of 
25 May 1990 to a'"B Rule"; that the motion which was approved by Senate 
at that- meeting was to the effect that the curriculum changes in the Faculty 
of Arts and Science be approved, and that approval of the notion on the 
floor would nullify all of the Arts and Science curriculum changes passed 
by Senate on 25 May 1990. 


THE CHAIR RULED - MUT THE NOTION WAS IN ORDER on -the 
grounds that there was nothing in the resolution that would cast aspersions 
on the notion passed by Senate on 25 May 1990. 


AN APPEAL AGAINST THE CHAIR"S RULING WAS MADE BY 
DRAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY PROF. NEWELL. 


During the discussion on the appeal, it was argued that the resolution related 
to a specific issue, and did not seek to invalidate all of the curriculum 
changes in the Faculty of Arts and Science which were approved on 25 May 
1990. 


However, it was also argued that there was no mention of a '"B Rule" in the 
notion, nor in an amendment to the motion, which was passed by Senate on 
25 May 1990 with respect to curriculum changes in the Faculty of Arts and 
Science, ie., there was nothing about the "B Rule" in the notion passed by 
Senate which could be rescinded; that approving the resolution as worded 
would result in annulling all of the curriculum changes in Arts and Science 
that were covered by the notion approved on 25 May 1990; that a notion to 
rescind anything in a parliamentary body was an extremely grave matter and 
should be concerned only with extremely grave matters, and it should not be 
used in a frivolous manner; and that if the resolution was passed, all of the 
curriculum changes which were in Calendar and ready for publication 
would have to be thrown out, including the "B Rule", and Senate would 
find itself in an extremely difficult parliamentary situation. 


The feeling was expressed that given that the motion adopted on 25 May 
1990 included the phrase "subject to the comments and recommendations of 
APC", and that there had been a discussion at a subsequent meeting of 
Senate concerning a comment in an APC report as to the meaning of what 
was passed, there should be a clarification an to whether it was a "B" or 
"B-" Rule; and that-perhaps all of the curriculum changes in Arts and 


Science should be put off for one year pending clarification and 
determination as to the exact intent of the Rule. 


It was wondered how the one vote margin mentioned in a "whereas clause" 
in the resolution on the floor could be given as justification for rescinding 
one small part of the curriculum proposals presented to Senate on 25 May 
1990, and not have the sane effect on the whole package. 


In response to the above, it was pointed out that what was being referred to 
represented only one of five "whereas clauses" which preceded the 
resolution; and the feeling was expressed that the main issue should not 
become clouded by inappropriate comments which were not directed at the 
actual resolution. 


Dr. Sheinin advised that the resolution on the floor, which was to the effect 
that the "B Rule" in Creative Writing courses as approved at the Senate 
meeting of 25 May 1990 be rescinded", involved absolutely no question of 
throwing any doubt whatsoever on the curriculum changes approved in May 
1990 in addition to those which had been proposed with respect to Creative 
Writing courses. 


In support of the notion, it was argued that the resolution was specific; that 
reconsideration and rescinding of legislation was valid particularly given 
that moods and opinions were subject to change; that the subject of the 
resolution, ie., the "B Rule", was not a frivolous matter; and that if the 
resolution was not dealt with at today's meeting, and if an acceptable 
reformulation in a specific format was not achieved, the matter would have 
to be brought back to Senate and dealt with at a subsequent meeting. 


During continuing debate, it was argued that any rescindment which would 
have specific and material consequences, eg., affecting contracts that have 
been established as a result of legislation, was improper; that the English 
Department had been operating on the assumption that the "B Rule" had 
been passed, ie., there have been material agreements between the 
Department and students who have been told that the "B Rule" was in 
effect, and that to rescind the Rule at this point would have serious 
consequences; and that the notion should be tabled. 


Dr. Sheinin advised that the above comments did not directly relate to the 
Appeal of the Ruling of the Chair which was being considered, and 
therefore were not in order. 


THE RULING OF THE CHAIR WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
SUSTAINED, (14 in favor; 8 opposed; 4 abstentions). 


A POINT OF ORDER with respect to the resolution was raised by Dean 
Bertrand on the grounds that there was a contract in place in the Department 
of English between the students and faculty members in the Creative 
Writing programme, ie., the students have been informed that the "B Rule" 
was passed, the Rule was forwarded to the Calendar Office for publication 
in the Calendar, and the Calendar constituted part of the contract between 


the University and its students; and that in accordance with rules of order, a 
notion to recind may not be put forward when the case in point was in the 
nature of a contract. 


THE CHAIR RULED THAT THE RESOLUTION WAS IN ORDER in 
that the University Calendar did not follow through in all cases in the 
manner described above. 


AN APPEAL AGAINST THE CHAIR'S RULING WAS MADE BY 
DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY PROF. WATERS. 


In support of the appeal, it was argued that adopting the resolution would 
set a very dangerous precedent in terms of how issues were dealt with in 
Senate; that this Was a situation in which the rights of the students in the 
Creative Writing programme in the English Department were going to be 
violated by the Senate, and that some of those students might well decide to 
take action against the University; that Senators should take these issues into 
consideration and reverse the ruling of the Chair; that administrative practice 
in the University in terms of the vetting of academic changes once they have 
been passed by Senate was that they were submitted to the Calendar Office 
for copy preparation, that the department in question was then alerted by the 
Faculty Office that the Calendar copy was being prepared, and that that was 
what had happened with respect to the Creative Writing programme; that in 
September, the faculty members in the Department of English began to 
notify students in the Creative Writing programme that the "B Rule" 
effectively was in place and that they should be aware of it; that that 
represented a contract which existed; and that therefore the notion in 
question could not be rescinded. 


It was argued that the grounds indicated above for appealing the Chair's 
ruling, ie., that the fact that the students were informed about the "B Rule" 
by the faculty members represented a contract between the students and the 
University was completely irrelevant because the "Rule" would not be part 
of a contract until it was published in the Calendar; and also that in view of 
the changes to the Academic Regulations which Senate had just approved, 
the "B Rule" would not apply to students already in the Creative Writing 
programme. It was also argued that while legislation which has been passed 
normally should not be re-opened for discussion, the present situation was 
slightly different because Senate might still decide on the question as to 
whether it was a'"B" or " B-" Rule in order to clarify its meaning; and that 
the understanding has been that the regulation would be printed in the 
Calendar and would only become effective for students entering the 
programme in September 1991; that there was no contract with students 
who have not as yet entered the programme; and, that such students could 
not appeal to the University that their contracts were being revoked. It was 
-also argued that rescinding the "B Rule” would not be damaging to the 
students, but rather, it would lessen the impact of the regulation. 


THE RULING OF THE CHAIR WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
SUSTAINED, (15 in favor; 7 opposed; 3 abstentions). 


During continuing discussion, it was argued that the issue before Senate 
went far beyond the question of removal or maintenance of the "B Rule" in 
the Creative Writing programme; that it had to do with a whole set of 
complementary and conjunctive conditions for passing a course or moving 
from one course to another ;that from reading the documentation presented, 
it was unclear as to what passing a course actually meant at Concordia; that 
there were many types of rules at the University in addition to the rule 
which stipulated that a '"D-" was a passing grade, eg., the use grade point 
averages with respect to determination of "good standing" in some 
Faculties, and "C" rules in Graduate Studies, etc; that a decision should not 
be taken one way or the other with respect to the main notion without 
broaching the whole question in principle as to what it meant to have a 
series of conjunctive standards which must be met by students; that that 
debate should not occur on the back of the particular rule presently being 
considered by Senate; that if there was going to be an informed debate on 
the "B Rule", the wider issue first must be debated at Senate for the 
University, and that that debate should not be occasioned by the removal of 
one particular such rule when there were other particular rules which existed 
in the University; that taking a decision today one way or the other with 
respect to the "B Rule" would set a precedent vis-a-vis all of the other 
similar rules in the University; and that the appropriate action for Senate to 
take at this time would be to table the notion presently being discussed. 


Again it was argued that there should be a clarification with respect to the 
regulation as to whether it was a "Bro or a "B-" rule so that it would be very 
clear in the Calendar and the students would know when they sign their 
contracts in September 1991 exactly what they were getting into. 


In response to a number of previous comments, it was explained that the 
"whereas clauses" were concerned, mainly with procedural items and 
commitments which had previously been made at Senate, etc., etc.. It was 
also argued that the Faculty of Arts and Science had not fulfilled the 
commitment of 26 May 1989 to consider how the advisory system could be 
made to serve the needs of the department and the students in lieu of placing 
a performance requirement on prerequisite courses; that in this particular 
instance, given the few number of students involved, the departmental 
objectives could easily be achieved through proper advising without putting 
an unbearable burden on the advisors, and possibly by adding the phrase - 
"and permission of the department" - to course prerequisites; and that the 
Faculty had not given consideration to those suggested alternatives and 
should be asked to do so again. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CATRY-VERRRON, SECONDED BY 
PROF. SZABO, THAT THE MOTION BE TABLED. 


In response to a question as to the effect of tabling the main motion vis-a-vis 
the Calendar entry, Dr. Sheinin advised that the notion to table was not 
debatable; that if the notion to table was passed, the main notion would 
disappear and would not be subject to further debate at this meeting; and that 
if the tabling notion was not passed, the discussion on the main notion 
would continue. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS DEFEATED, 
(10 in favor; 13 opposed; 3 abstentions). 


A CALL TO PUT THE QUESTION WAS MOVED MR. ST-MAURICE, 
SECONDED BY MS. COX. 


It was noted that a number of Senators who were on the speakers' list 
would not have an opportunity to express their opinions with respect. to the 
main notion if the above procedural notion was passed. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER AGREED TO WITHDRAW THE CALL 
TO PUT THE QUESTION. 


During resumed discussion on the main action, it was argued that there were 
many ways in which a department could control entry into upper level 
courses, none of which were more clearly stated than others; that one of the 
more clearly formulated statements was to say that students must have 
attained a particular grade in a lower level course, and that a less clear 
statement was to use the phrase -" with the permission of the department"-; 
that pragmatically, given that the University and particularly the Faculty of 
Arts and Science, had failed to develop a more coherent method for 
establishing a rational hierarchical movement through courses, the existing 
regulation should not be rescinded; that the act of rescinding any notion 
should be treated as something very special by Senate; that there have been 
many controversial notions passed over the years which people have learned 
to live with and to accept rather than attempting to have them rescinded; that 
the notion to rescind should be defeated, following which Senate should 
adopt a very strong notion requesting the Faculty of Arts and Science to 
prepare and submit, by May 1991, a coherent and rational policy with 
respect to "mission to upper level courses, detailing which courses require 
controlled entry and why, and how it would be managed. 


Speaking privileges were requested for individuals directly involved with 
the Creative Writing programme who were in attendance but were not 
members of Senate, namely, Mr. Charles Staniforth, a student in the 
programme; Dr. G. Anchinachie, Chair, English Department; and Dr. G. 
Geddes, Coordinator of Creative Writing. 


In response to a point of procedure which was raised concerning speaking 
privileges being granted to students currently in the programme who would 
not be impacted by the Rule and therefore whose interventions would not be 
germane to the discussion, Dr. Sheinin advised that she was ruling in 
favour of the request because of the importance of the issue and the obvious 
need for Senate to bear as many voices as possible with respect to the 
subject. 


In his remarks, Dr. Geddes explained that the early 1980's was a period of 
high interest and rapid expansion for the Creative Writing programme at a 
time when the University's funding was being severely cut; that It had been 
agreed in consultation with the then Divisional Dean that rather than creating 


sore sections, the programme should be limited as to size through the 
implementation of a still existing admission screening process which 
requires applicants to submit a writing portfolio which is used to determine 
admissibility; that at the upper levels, there was a limited number of places 
to accommodate these students, ie. there were students at the graduate level 
who were required to take undergraduate cross-listed courses, and there 
was a huge component of part-time students from other departments and 
programmes who want to take these courses* eto*t so that in any given year 
the demand for the upper level courses was about 40% higher than the 
programme could handle; that this situation required attention, the 
possibility of a'"B Rule" was discussed, and, in effect, students with less 
than a'"B" in prerequisite courses were encouraged not to go on but rather 
that it night be in their best interest to change to another genre in which they 
might achieve a performance level which would allow then to enter the 
advanced courses; that the whole procedure was one of nurturing rather than 
exclusion, that it was designed to protect the standards of the programme 
and to protect the students themselves from getting into a more sophisticated 
level of work than they were prepared for; and that within the English 
Department, it was possible for Creative Writing students who had not done 
well in a 200-level course to enter literature courses which would give then 
further models to explore, following which, in many instances, they later 
returned to the programme. With respect to the internal memorandum from 
Dr. McEvenue, (document US-2010-D17), Dr. Geddes stated that there 
was a deliberate effort to obfuscate what was a prerequisite and what was a 
passing grade; that The Link, in an article titled "Attack of the killer B's", 
pretended that a passing grade was the same as a grade to. get Into an 
advanced course; that Prof. McEvenue, in his memorandum,. was trying to 
obfuscate as well, through the "argument from verticality", which was quite 
false, but that rather, a passing grade was a grade that goes on the transcript 
as credit towards a degree; that the achievement of a B.A. was not a 
guarantee of admission into Graduate School, nor was the achievement of a 
Science degree a guarantee to get into Medical School; and that a 200-level 
course in Creative Writing was a very intensive course, and students who 
do not do well in it not only hold up the upper level courses, but they 
jeopardize themselves an well. He further stated that there was also the 
"Mickey Mouse argument" which was an attempt by Prof. McEvenue to 
belittle, by the use of loaded rhetoric,... 


Dr. Sheinin, in interrupting Dr. Geddes, advised that it was inappropriate to 
address the items being raised, and that the proper forum for that particular 
discussion was at the APC itself. She also urged Prof. Geddes to direct his 
comments to what she had thought he was going to address, which was the 
question of the approach that those involved, and the Department of 
English, have taken with respect to the development of the Creative Writing 
programme. 


Dr. Geddes explained that he had directed his remarks to the memorandum 
because that document was influencing the meeting, that everyone had had 
an opportunity to read it, and that Senate should at least hour one person 
speaking against it; and also that no one involved in the programme had 
been invited to address the APC before the rescinding notion had been 


committed. He also reiterated that the approach which had been taken vis-a- 
vis the Creative Writing programme was not one of exclusion, but rather, it 
was one of nurturing; that the "B Rule" was an attempt to protect the 
programme; and that the arguments which were being used against the "B 
Rule" were attempting to confuse the issue by linking a prerequisite with a 
pass, which was a false analogy, ie., a pass was quite different from a 
prerequisite. 


In his remarks, Dr. Auchinachie stated that the "B Rule" was actually a gap 
between a 200-level course and a 400-level course; that what was involved 
was a move from small seminars of 20 students to 400-level courses with 
15 students; that there were fewer 400-level seminars; that economically, the 
department could not afford many such seminars and therefore students had 
to be excluded; and that it seemed' reasonable to exclude on the basis of 
demonstrated talent at a lower level. Be further stated that misinformation 
had been spread with respect to this; that a student who had received a "C+" 
in English 226 (Creative Writing: Prose) would be excluded from entering 
English 426, but that student could attempt English 225 (Creative Writing: 
Poetry), and if he or she received a "B", the student could go on to English 
425, i.e., the regulation did not exclude students from ever moving 
upwards, but rather, it excluded students in &,narrow direction; and that 
that misinformation had been peddled in The Link and had influenced 
people. 


Dr. Sheinin, in interrupting the above comments, stated that individuals 
were not participating with respect to this issue for nefarious reasons; that 
there was a spectrum of opinion, and that in the absence of information, 
people tended to interpret on the basis of their own terns of reference; and 
that in her opinion, there was nothing nefarious with respect to the 
interventions from anyone. 


In his continued remarks, Dr. Auchinachie stated that no written rationale 
had ever been provided an input in favor of the regulation, but that 
rationales have been provided against it; and that he was also aware of the 
fact that at the 25 May 1990 Senate neeting, Prof. D. Sheps, the then Acting 
Chair of the English Department, had convinced members of Senate that the 
"B Rule" was a good thing. He further stated that one of the arguments 
which has been used against the Rule was that it inflated grades, which, in 
his opinion, was a false argument; that with respect to this, a previous 
Coordinator of the Creative Writing programme had written "that far from 
inflating grades, the 'B Rule’ makes it possible for us to give grades 
appropriate to the student's performance; that a student who has worked 
hard at the introductory level, and has put in an average performance, can be 
given a C'grade to reflect this achievement; that if that grade also entitles his 
or her to procede to the advanced level, and if in the opinion of the 
instructor the student was not capable of working at that level, the result will 
be that we shall be forced to give the student a 'D' or an 'F'"; that this was 
not grade inflation but rather grade deflation; and that the "B Rule" was 
designed to address precisely this question. 


In his comments, Mr. Staniforth stated that he was a third year student in 
the Creative Writing programme; of that he was supposed to make an 
impassioned plea on behalf of his fellow students in Creative Writing for an 
improvement in the programme at the 400 level; that he was very nervous 
and very angry about what he was seeing today at Senate, and very 
frightened about what he night say; that he was astonished when the notion 
to table, which he had understood to be a question of evaluating the whole 
grading system in general and reappraising it and trying to make it 
comprehensible and understandable, was defeated on the procedural level; 
that he had come to Senate to defend his right to the quality of his education; 
that his education in Creative Writing should not be affected by the views of 
generality and grading structure from people from Commerce Science or 
chemistry; that it should be his right to sit in a classroom with 15 students of 
a comparable artistic level and participate in a worthwhile discussion of his 
work; that only then could his work improve, and that only then could he be 
educated in the field that he had chosen to be educated in; that without the 
"B Rule", some "Joe Yahoo" from Commerce could take English 227, pass 
it, and then jump into the English 427 programme unqualified, although, 
admittedly, "Joe Yahoo" from Commerce might be a really good writer and 
might get into the programme and be a valuable asset to it; that the problem 
was with those who were not valuable assets to the seminars and who 
degrade the education for which he was spending valuable time to learn, 
with equally qualified people, the skills which he was trying to develop; that 
he was taking 4 Creative Writing workshops in a situation where perhaps 
only 50% of the students in the class should be there; that this did not serve 
the qualified students in the class, nor did it serve the other 50% who 
should not be there; and that the 50% who were not qualified were not being 
benefited by being skipped, ie., what was being talked about was not 
promotion, but rather skipping a year whereby, instead of having an 
intermediate level course where it would be perfectly legitimate to have a 
standard passing grade, students go from a Ist year course to a 3rd year 
course, and in which circumstance, it was perfectly legitimate to demand an 
extra note to that evaluation. 


In response to some of the comments which had been made in the above 
presentations, it was explained that proposing that the "B Rule" be 
rescinded did not noun that student Senators disagreed with the notions of 
academic excellence and improvement of the programme, but rather, that ‘it 
had been made very clear in the "whereas clauses" that the advising system 
could be made to serve that very purpose; that the "B Rule" did not only 
affect Creative Writing students, ie.9 there were other departments within 
the Faculty of Arts and Science that have expressed a desire to move 
forward with their own "B Rules", and that maintaining the "B Rule" in 
Creative Writing would be an inducement for then to do so; that in a 
hypothetical case, given the interrelationship between students and 
professors in Creative Writing courses, a student who performs at a "C+" 
level, but who the professor feels that because of personal problems 
performed below capabilities and should be permitted to go forward, could 
be allowed to do so through an advising system where such abnormalities 
would be addressed; but that with the imposition of a "B Rule", the 
professor who feels that the student should be permitted to go forward, 


would not be able to act except by assigning a grade of "B" and thereby 
contributing to grade inflation; and that the notions of academic excellence 
and nurturing the students, etc., would not be achieved through 
improvements in grading regulations, but rather through advising. 


Comments concerning the reputation and accomplishments of the 
Vice-Dean, Student Affairs, vis-a-vis the effective restructuring and 
reorganization of the student advising system in the Faculty of Arts and 
Science were ruled out of order by the Chair on the grounds that the 
reputation of the Vice-Dean was absolutely not in question, nor were the 
comments relevant to the present discussion. 


In further comments, it was argued that rescinding the "B Rule" would be a 
precedent that Senate would regret having set; that it would open the door to 
the possibility of many other issues being brought forward for rescinding; 
and that Senate should heed the eloquent arguments which had been 
presented by the people in Creative Writing as to why the "B Rule" was a 
needed requirement which was being used effectively in the programme and 
should not be rescinded. It was also argued from the floor, that the 
memorandum from the Chair of APC to the Chair of Senate, document 
US-90-10-D17, had been tabled officially at Senate and was germane to the 
debate; that the opinions expressed therein were one individual's personal 
opinions to which the individual was entitled, but that other opinions had 
been expressed as well; and that ' Senate should move on and proceed to 
vote against the motion. 


During continuing discussion, it was argued that the suggestion in 
document US-90-10-D17 that a pass was a pass was a pass, was 
extraordinary given the implementation of the GPA system under which 
students were not allowed to advance if they have acquired a certain number 
of marks below a "C", nor could that GPA system be reconciled with the 
purist and absolute definition that a pass Implied competence at the next 
level; that the Creative Writing programme was the only known programme 
in the University that did not have 300 -level courses; that, in fact, people 
were probably going to begin to demand the implementation of the "B Rule" 
in other programmes, and that that debate was going to have to occur in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, including the question of ‘levels and 
prerequisites; that the '"B Rule" in the Creative Writing programme should 
not be singled out for debate simply because it was the one most recently 
approved, but that rather, if there was to be a discussion, it should include 
consideration of all existing "B and C Rules"; that rescinding the "B Rule" 
would result in a tightening-up of requirements at the 200-level as opposed 
to the preferred alternative of less stringency and an opening-up of those 
courses to more students ; and that with respect to the issue of grade 
inflation, rather than assigning a "B" grade to a capable student who, 
because of personal problems, achieved only a grade of "C", the more likely 
course of action would be for the professor to consider a grade change 
through the submission of additional work. 


Dr. Sheinin advised that procedurally she was going to limit subsequent 
individual comments to 2 minutes for members whose names were on the 
speakers’ list. 


In response to a question concerning available options for students, given 
the anomalous prerequisite structure in the Creative Writing programme, 
Senate was advised that there were three existing avenues leading from the 
200-level to the 400-level; that a student who did not achieve the "B-Rule" 
requirement in one avenue could attempt a different 200-level course and, if 
successful, the student could then apply for admission to the upper level 
course to which he or she was previously denied entrance. 


Dr. Sheinin encouraged members not to attempt to go over other grounds. 
She also advised that one of the issues that repeatedly kept coming up was 
related to the mechanisms that could be used to prolong students through 
various programmes; and that while, in a sense, this was discussing, there 
were other mechanisms which had not been mentioned, including failing 
students who deserve to be failed, and imiting access to particular courses 
by balloting for the number of spaces available. She again urged members 
to attempt to confine their remarks to the main point of discussion, not to 
speak if they had already spoken, and if they had already spoken but wished 
to speak again, not to speak to the same issue. 


In response to a question, Senate was advised that even if resources 
permitted increasing the number of sections of courses at the 400-level to 
meet the student demand, the "B Rule" would still be required because of 
the need to deal with the issue of the quality of the upper level courses; and 
that the programme as presently constituted was extremely efficient and very 
successful, which was due in part to the existing screening process. 


Responding to earlier comments concerning document US90-10-D17, Dr. 
McEvenue advised that the arguments contained therein were not his alone, 
but rather, they were a summary of arguments which APC had nude many 
times; that the comment that no occasion had been given to the English 
Department to make its case should be reversed because the Arts and 
Science Faculty had been asked many times by APC to argue its case 
against particular criteria, eg., to indicate statistically the history of 
performance of students who had received certain marks at the lower level 
and who were then admitted to the higher level courses; that such a study 
seems never to have been done, and that if it was done, it was never 
brought to the attention of APC; that, consequently, the debate presently 
taking place at Senate should have taken place at APC, but did not; and that 
that was not the fault of APC. 


It was argued that Senate was the body which had approved the regulation 
in question, and that if a mistake had been made in doing so, it was Senate's 
responsibility to correct that mistake and to rescind the regulation; and that 
voting against rescindment was not the beat solution because it would allow 
the regulation to go forward to be printed in the Calendar, thereby becoming 
a fait accompli which could not be discussed in the future. 


In response to a suggested notion to table, Dr. Sheinin advised that a notion 
to table had already been proposed and defeated; and that the concerns 
which had been expressed could be dealt with through other mechanisms 
such as by way of an amendment to the main notion or a second notion after 
the resolution on the floor had been dealt with. 


It was argued that there was not enough time nor sufficient information to 
allow Senate to deal satisfactorily with the issue today; that there have been 
impressive arguments put. forward by the English Department, but that 
such information had not been presented to APC which was the body best 
qualified to deal with the issue and to decide whether or not the Senate 
notion Was appropriately made; that a recommendation from a qualified 
sub-committee should be brought forward to Senate before a decision was 
taken on the resolution; that a properly worded notion could be considered 
by Senate, but that the approval of a notion to rescind could have grave 
consequences; that arguments that have been made to the effect that students 
would be jeopardized by having the regulation printed in the Calendar, had 
not been persuasive; and that some mechanism should be found which 
would allow further study of the implication of rescinding the regulation 
before the matter was voted upon. 


With respect to the above, it was suggested that rather than rescind the "B 
Rule", the introduction of the regulation in question might be postponed for 
1 year, which would allow time for further study of the matter. 


During further discussion, the feeling was expressed that given the 
complexity of the University, it was quite appropriate that there be several 
mechanisms and different ways of moving through courses and restricting 
access to higher level courses; and that an explicit "B Rule" or standard for 
an honours programme or course, etc., was better than a vague statement 
such as "with permission of the department". It was also questioned as to 
whether what was being rescinded was a "B" or a "B-" Rule. 


It was argued that each programme had its own way of finding a system for 
fine-tuning with respect to what worked best; that this accounted for 
different requirements in different departments, including, in some 
instances, through advising; that with respect to Creative Writing, -because 
there was a big leap between the recognition of talent at the 200-level and 
the effort to nurture that talent to the maximum at the 400-level without 
300-level courses existing, the "B Rule" was an appropriate way to 
fine-tune this particular programme; that it was a system that was working 
well to achieve its ends; and that to rescind it, would begin to undermine 
something that was functional and desirable. 


It was stated that procedurally, it was not impossible to table the main 
notion, ie., the Chair may accept a second notion to table on the same notion 
provided that the Chair believed that the debate had progressed to a certain 
point and that the assembly was ready for such a notion. 


With respect to an earlier reference to alternative mechanisms, it was argued 
that Creative Writing was a very special programme In that a lot of the mark 
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determined for the student was based on participation in seminars, very 
active critiques of the work of fellow students, regular submission of 
stories, etc., and that, in fact, a very intensive amount of this sort of work 
was done which often amounted to between 30 and 40 percent of the final 
mark; and that one could not crassly fail a student who was not a good 
writer if the student had done all of those things and had achieved a 
modicum. 


In response to the above, Dr. Sheinin advised that her earlier comments had 
been to the effect that there was a range of mechanisms for ensuring control 
of entry of students to any programme; that one such mechanism was to 
deal with it at the lower level, one outcome of which was failure; that 
another mechanism was to indicate that enrolment was limited and entry 
would be determined by balloting, which was a very complicated process 
which took into account a number of things; that another approach was 
carefully to work in prerequisites; and that she did not wish to suggest any 
of these mechanism, but rather that she was simply attempting to summarize 
the various kinds of discussions which were going on. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. SCHWALB, SECONDED BY MS. COX, 
THAT THE QUESTION BE CALLED. 


MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 


Dr. Sheinin advised that the main notion was to the effect that "the approval 
of the "B" rule in Creative Writing courses at the Senate meeting of 25 May 
1990 be rescinded". 


THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS DEFRATED, (7 in 
favor; 13 opposed; 6 abstentions). 


During follow-up comments, it was suggested that APC and the Faculties, 
particularly the Faculty of Arts and Science, should give very serious 
consideration to the mechanisms used to allow students to advance in 
programmes. It was further stated that apart from the mechanism which had 
just been confirmed by a vote of Senate, ie., the "B Rule", there were other 
mechanisms which could be used to control both programme access and 
excellence; that a fundamental issue , which had been brought up during the 
debate was that while it might not be true with respect to Creative Writing, 
but could be true in other situations, this particular mechanism would 
inevitably lead to some form of grade inflation; that an approach based more 
on averages rather than on performance in individual courses was a far more 
effective way to ensure the excellence of students in a given programme or 
set of courses at the upper levels; and that APC and the Faculties should 
give very serious consideration to this matter. 


Mr. St-Maurice reiterated an earlier request that the University Counsel 
consult and evaluate the "B Rule" and its legality in light of the grading 
system as published in the University Calendar. 


Dr. Sheinin advised that the above interjection would be noted. 
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Senate Policies and Procedures for the Establishment of Research Centres. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
WATERS, THAT SENATE "PROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE SENATE POLICIES AND 
PROCEDURES FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF RESEARCH 
CENTRES AT CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY, AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-90-10-DI9. 


Dr. Lightstone, Chair, Senate Research Committee, in presenting and 
explaining the Senate Policies and Procedures for the Establishment of 
Research Centres at Concordia University (document US-90-10-D19), 
provided background information with respect to the evolution of the 
proposal. He also noted that the Ist sentence in the preamble should be 
corrected to read - "In March of 1989 ...." 


In response to a question, Dr. Lightstone advised that FCAR requirements 
demanded that the process described in the document must be completed 
before any proposal or application for funding was forwarded. to FCAR for 
consideration. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Sheinin announced that the Senate meeting scheduled for 4 January 
1991 has been cancelled, and that the next Senate meeting would be held at 
2:00 pm, Friday, February 1, 1991, in the Russell W. Breen Senate 
Chamber. 


She again reminded members of the invitation to join her in partaking in 
some appropriate holiday libation in the Loyola Faculty Club. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:54 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


